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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 
A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
1 1/24/04 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - ' 

(b) the invention was patented or described In a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale In this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1) Claims 1-4 and 8-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in 
the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Tanaka et al (Refining of 
Glasses under Sub-At mosoheric Pressums ). Tanaka discloses vacuum refining a glass 
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melt at sub-atmospheric pressure (Abstract). As shown in figure 3, batch material is 
melted inherently at a pressure P at melter (1). Then a stream of the resulting molten 
material is vacuumed degassed in vessel, which is at sub-atmospheric pressure Pa. 
The vessel wherein the molten glass is degassed is at a pressure Pa of 0.18 atm and 
has a water content (W) of .022wt % (See Example 2). The claimed P of the molten 
glass as defined by applicant in page 1 1 line 24 of being a "pressure of a certain very 
small portion of this flowing molten glass" is deemed as the very small portion of the 
glass at the top of the molten flow, which would be equal to .1 8atm, the pressure of 
Tanaka's vessel. Hence, Tanaka's very small portion of glass at the top of the molten 
flow has a pressure P of .IBatm for which it follows applicant's equation of P as recited 
in claim 1 . 

Instant claim 1 recites P= 6.1W + .06atm wherein: 
.1 8atm(Tanaka's very small portion of molten glass at the top of the molten flow) = 
6.1(.022)atm + .06atm. 

Alternatively, if applicant considers the pressure P= 6.1W atm + .06atm to be the 
maximum pressure observed by the molten glass being degassed, it is deemed that 
since the depth of the molten glass as shown in figure 3 is very small it can reasonably 
be concluded that the maximum pressure of said molten glass would be equal to the 
pressure of the vessel; the pressure of the molten glass located at the bottom of the 
vessel is negligible and the pressure through out the molten glass, i.e. the pressure of 
the molten glass at the base of the vessel, would be equal to the pressure of the vessel. 
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In regards to claim 2, the glass is held for 50 minutes, see page 76 line 5. 

In regards to claim 3, the melting of the batch material is done at atmospheric pressure, 

latm. 

As for claims 6-7, Tanaka does not disclose the presence of glass additives. 

As for claim 8, Tanaka discloses S03 content of .39% in page 76, paragraph 3. 
See also page 75, line 4 disclosing a 303 content of .31 %. 

As for claims 9-10, Tanaka's figure 1 , clearly suggest that the longer the holding 
time in the degassing atmosphere the number of bubbles approaches zero. 

As for claim 1 1 , since the molten glass is being degassed by Tanaka to remove 
bubbles under a reduced pressure Pa, it would be obvious that the ratio between the 
number of bubbles in the molten glass under reduce pressure Pa would be lower than 
the number of bubbles at pressure Po, the pressure before the molten glass has its 
bubbles removed, would be less than 100. 

As for claim 12, while Tanaka's temperature is 1370 degrees Celsius, a 
difference of 20 degrees, or practicing Tanaka's method at a temperature of 1350 as 
recited in claim 12 would not provide unexpected results and one of ordinary skill In the 
art would reasonably expect the degassing of the molten glass if its done at a lower 
temperature to still occur. 

As for claim 13, the purposes for Tanaka to provide a stream of molten glass 
over a reduced pressure atmosphere to remove any gaseous inclusions in the molten 
glass. Thus a thin stream of molten glass would take less time to degass than a thicker 
stream of molten glass. A person of ordinary skill in the art would thus provide a thin 
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stream of molten glass to degass the molten quicker. Hence, the claimed depth of 
molten glass are deemed as being obvious to a person of ordinary sl^ili in the art to thus 
assure a quick degassing rate is achieved. 



2) Claim 5 Is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Tanaka et 
al ( Refining of Glasses under Sub-AtmosDheric Pressures ) in view of Yanagisawa et al 
(US 6,251 ,81 1). Tanaka is silent disclosing the claimed silica glass composition. 
However, the selected composition of the molten glass would depend on the desired 
properties and intended use of the resultant glass. As shown by Yanagisawa in column 
4, glass composition intended for a cathode ray tube preferably consist of the following: 



Si02 


45 to 60 wt 


AI2O3 


0 to 6 wt %, 


Na^O 


3 to 11 wt %, 


K2O 


3 to 11 wt %, 


FbO 


5 to 24 wt %, 


SiO 


1 to 14 wt %, 


BaO 


1 to 21 wt %, 


CaO 


0 to 5 wt %, 


MgO 


0 to 5 wt %, 


ZaO 


0 to 2 wt 


Zr02 


0 to 4 wt 


TiOj 


0 to 0.9 wt %, 


SbaO^ 


0 to 1 wt %. 



Thus at the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to have Tanaka' method of processing a glass melt with the glass 
composition of Yanagisawa in order to make cathode ray tubes. 
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3) Claim 1-3 and 6-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ishimura et a! (Re, 36,082). Ishimura discloses vacuum refining a glass melt at 
sub-atmospheric pressure (Abstract). As shown In figure 3, batch material is melted 
inherently at a pressure P in melter (1 ). Then a stream of the resulting molten material 
is vacuumed degassed in vessel 4, which is at sub-atmospheric pressure Pa. The 
vessel wherein the molten glass is degassed is at a pressure of 1/20 to 1/3 atm. The 
claimed P of the molten glass as defined by applicant in page 1 1 line 24 as being a 
"pressure of a certain very small portion of this flowing molten glass" is currently 
deemed as the very small portion of the glass at the top of the molten flow, which would 
be equal to the pressure of Ishimura^s vessel. Ishimura is silent disclosing the water 
content of the melt glass. However, Examiner takes official notice as evidenced by 
Pecoraro (US 4,919,700, col. 4, Iines16ff). that conventional glass melts typically have 
water content of .02 to .04% weight. Hence absent any indication by Ishimura, it is 
assumed that Ishimura's glass melt has the conventional water content (W) of .02 to .04 
%. Thus, treating said glass melt at the disclosed pressure range of 1/20 to 1/3 atm 
would result in treating the glass melt as recited in applicant's instant claim 1 , since the 
water content of a conventional melt at .02% would result in a pressure P of .18atm; A 
pressure P of .18 atm falls within the disclosed range of Ishimura wherein P= .18atm= 
6.1 (.02) atm + .06atm. At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill that ishimura's vacuuming degassing of conventional glass 
melt, which as shown above is in the range of .02 to .04 weight %, at a pressure of 1/20 
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to 1/3 atm results in a pressure P as defined by applicant in page 1 1 line 24 to read on 
applicant's claim 1 . 

In regards to claim 2, the glass is being degassed for .5 to 2 hours (Ishimura col. 8 
Iine18). 

In regards to claim 3, the melting of the batch material is done at atmospheric pressure, 
latm. 

As for claims 6-7, Tanaka does not disclose the presence of the claimed glass 
additives. 

4) Claims 1-3 and 6-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kawaguchi et al (US 6,332,339). Kawaguchi discloses a method for vacuum 
degassing a molten glass flow (Abstract). The method comprises of first melting raw 
glass material at pressure P, in Kawaguchi's case at 1 atm (Col. 5 lines 34-56). The 
molten glass is then degassed at a pressure of .05atm to P-.06atm (Col. 6, lines 28-39). 
Since the depth of the molten glass ranges from 100mm to 300mm, it is considered that 
the pressure of the molten glass would not vary at different depths of the molten glass 
and thus it would be equal to at most the pressure at which is being degassed, .05atm 
to P-.06atm. As noted above. Examiner takes official notice as evidenced by Pecoraro 
(US 4,919,700, col. 4, linesiefQ, that conventional glass melts typically have water 
content of .02 to .04% weight. Hence absent any indication by Kawaguchi, it is 
assumed that Kawaguchis" glass melt has the conventional water content (W) of .02 to 
.04 %. Thus, treating said glass melt at the disclosed pressure range of .05atm to P- 
.06atm would result in treating the glass melt as recited in applicant's instant claim 1 , 
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since tfie water content of a conventional melt at .02% would result in a pressure P of 
.18atm (P= .18atm= 6.1 (.02) atm + .06atm) which is clearly above the pressure 
observed by Kawaguchis' molten glass of. 05atm. 

In regards to claim 2, the glass is being degassed for .12 to 4.8 hours (see 
Abstract). 

As for claims 6-7, Kawaguchi does not disclose the presence of the claimed 
glass additives 

^ Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/24/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Tanaka degasses molten soda-lime glass whose silicon 
composition is 73.2wt%, which is in contrast to the process directed to panel glass as 
recited in claims 1-13. It appears that applicant considers the newly filed limitation 
specifying the composition of the glass panel being made as providing a patentable 
distinction over Tanaka. As applicant readily knows, limitations in the preamble are 
deemed as not providing patentable distinction unless life, meaning, and vitality to the 
claim. In the instant case, the body of the claim are stand alone limitations that do not 
require the limitations of the preamble to give life, meaning, and vitality to the claim. 
The newly limitation merely further defines an intended use limitation in the preamble. 
As noted in MPEP 21 1 1 .02 R-2: 
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"If the claim preamble, when read in the context of the entire claim, recites 
limitations of the claim, or, if the claim preamble is necessary to give life, meaning, and 
vitality' to the claim, then the claim preamble should be construed as if in the balance of 
the claim." Pitney Bowes, Inc. v. Hewlett-Packard Co., 182 F.3d 1298, 1305, 51 
USPQ2d 1161, 1165-66 (Fed. Cir. 1999)." 

In regards to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion contained in Tanaka's 
disclosure to treat panel glass at a pressure that does not exceed 6.1W+0.6atm, 
applicant is referred to rejection in paragraph one of the previous office action. 

In response to applicant's argument that Yanagisawa does not vacuum degas 
molten glass individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In m 
Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091. 
231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

In regards to the rejection of Tanak in view of Yanagisawa, applicant's arguments 
fail to comply with 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1(b) because they amount to a general allegation that 
the claims define a patentable invention without specifically pointing out how the 
language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the references. 

In regards to applicants argument that Ishimura and Kawaguchi fail to discuss 
the effect of the water content in the molten glass on the pressurizing step, said 
limitation is not claimed. 
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In regards to applicants argument that ishlmura and KawaguchI fails to vacuum 
degas a molten panel glass with a compositional makeup as recited In claim 1 , applicant 
is referred to the discusion above noting that said limitation does not lend patentable 
distinction over the cited prior art. 

In regards to the argument that "to pick and choose a combination and apply it to 
a process directed to vacuum degassing molten panel glass sis simply impermissible in 
the absence of a suggestion to do othenA/ise", it is unclear to which combination is 
applicant referring to. 

Applicant also argues that neither Ishimura nor Kawaguchi suggest a process 
that comprises vacuum degassing molten panel glass to a pressure that is dependent 
upon water content. It is noted that claim 1 only requires a specific pressure for a 
specified water content but in no way it require that pressure of the molten glass be 
dependent on the water content of the molten glass. Ishimura and KawaguchI disclose 
a pressure that follows applicants claimed relation between the water content of the 
glass and the treating pressure and thus it is deemed as reading on applicant's claim 1. 

In regards to applicant clarification on the definition of "a very small portion", the 
specification does not support applicant's definition that the small portion is "any point in 
this hatched area." 

Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Carlos Lopez whose telephone number Is 
571 .272.1 193. The examiner can nomnally be reached on Mon.-Fri. Sam - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steven Griffin can be reached on 571 .272.1 189. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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